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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 2 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

3. The term "essentially" in claims 2 and 6 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "essentially" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not 
provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

4. The term "about" in claim 6 is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. 
The term "about" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

5. Regarding claim 6, it is unclear and indefinite what the term "useful cage loads" 
encompasses. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claim(s) 1, 2, 6-10, and 15-17 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Berkovitz U.S. Patent No. 4030569 in view of Aulanko et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 542921 1 , Scholder U.S. Patent No. 5975826, and Wilcox U.S. Patent No. 
4624097. 

8. Regarding claim 1 , Berkovitz discloses a gearless cable-operated elevator 
comprising a drive sheave drive including a drive sheave 26 several parallel carrier 
cables 24, 25, 42, and a spaced counter sheave 28, the cables being guided from the 
drive sheave 26 to the counter sheave 28, back to the drive sheave 26, and wrapped 
around the drive sheave 26 and arranged above or below a cage 20 and a 
counterweight 22 being attached to the carrier cables, for a machine-room-free 
installation, characterized in that said carrier cables are steel cables having a nominal 
diameter of about 12.7 mm and run in semicircular grooves in the sheaves having 
undercut portions each with a width of about 12.7 mm. 

9. Berkovitz is silent concerning guide rails being provided for said cage and said 
carrier cables having a nominal diameter between 5 to 7 mm and undercut portions 
each with a width between 1 and 3 mm and that the ratio of the drive sheave diameter 
to the nominal diameter of said carrier cables is less than 40 

10. Aulanko et al. teaches a gearless cable-operated elevator comprising a drive 
sheave drive 6 including a drive sheave 7 several parallel carrier cables 3, and a 
spaced counter sheave 4, 5, 9, the cables 3 being guided from the drive sheave 7 to the 
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counter sheave 4, 5, 9, and arranged above or below a cage 1 with guide rails 10 being 
provided for said cage 1 and a counterweight 2 being attached to the carrier cables 3, 
for a machine-room-free installation, characterized in that said carrier cables 3 run in 
semicircular grooves 102 in the sheaves having undercut portions each with a width. 

1 1 . Scholder teaches a carrier cable 75 being steel cables having a nominal 
diameter between 5 to 7 mm, Column 5, Lines 56 and 57. 

12. Wilcox teaches the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter of 
said carrier cables is less than 40, Column 3, Lines 24-28; stating "normal sheave/rope 
ratios (i.e. about 24) and a safety factor of 6, which is commonly used". 

1 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide the cage disclosed by Berkovitz with guide rails as taught by 
Aulanko et al. to guide the cage. 

14. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the steel cables having a nominal diameter of about 12.7 mm and 
running in semicircular grooves in the sheaves having undercut portions each with a 
width of about 12.7 mm disclosed by Berkovitz a nominal diameter between 5 to 7 mm 
as taught by Scholder running in semicircular grooves in the sheaves having undercut 
portions each with a width to between 1 and 3 mm to decrease the ratio of diameter of 
the drive sheave to nominal diameter of the carrier cables. Furthermore, it has been 
held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, 
discovering the optimum or workable range involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 
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1 5. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to characterize the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter 
of the carrier cables disclosed by Berkovitz less than 40 as taught by Wilcox to 
decrease the diameter of the drive sheave and reduce the torque required to drive the 
elevator. Furthermore, it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable range involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 105 USPQ 233. 

16. Regarding claim 2, Berkovitz is silent concerning the ratio of the drive sheave 
diameter to the nominal diameter of the carrier cables being essentially 30. 

1 7. Wilcox teaches the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter of 
the carrier cables being essentially 30. 

18. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to characterize the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter 
of the carrier cables disclosed by Berkovitz being essentially 30 as taught by Wilcox to 
decrease the diameter of the drive sheave and reduce the torque required to drive the 
elevator. Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ (CCPA1980). 

19. Regarding claim 6, Berkovitz is silent concerning the elevator is configured for 
useful cage loads of up to 2000kg and the carrier cables have a nominal diameter of 
essentially 7 mm, and the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter of 
the carrier cables preferably being about 34. 
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20. Aulanko et al. teaches a passenger elevator system with a load capacity of 800 
kg- 

21 . Scholder teaches a carrier cable 75 being steel cables having a nominal 
diameter of essentially 7 mm, Column 5, Lines 56 and 57. 

22. Wilcox teaches the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter of 
the carrier cables preferably being about 34, Column 3, Lines 24-28; stating "normal 
sheave/rope ratios (i.e. about 24) and a safety factor of 6, which is commonly used". 

23. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to configure the passenger elevator system of Berkovitz for useful cage loads 
of up to 2000 kg as taught by Aulanko et al. to decrease the ratio of diameter of the 
drive sheave to nominal diameter of the carrier cables. Further, it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ (CCPA 1980). 

24. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the steel cables having a nominal diameter of about 12.7 mm 
disclosed by Berkovitz a nominal diameter of essentially 7 mm as taught by Scholder to 
decrease the ratio of diameter of the drive sheave to nominal diameter of the carrier 
cables. Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ (CCPA 1980). 

25. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to characterize the ratio of the drive sheave diameter to the nominal diameter 
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of the carrier cables disclosed by Berkovitz being about 34 as taught by Wilcox to 
decrease the diameter of the drive sheave and reduce the torque required to drive the 
elevator. Furthermore, it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result 
effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2d 272, 205 
USPQ (CCPA1980). 

26. Regarding claim 7, Berkovitz is silent concerning the elevator being configured 
for useful cage loads between 300 kg and 1000 kg in particular. 

27. Aulanko et al. teaches a passenger elevator system with a load capacity of 800 
kg, Column 6, Lines 41-45. 

28. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to configure the passenger elevator system of Berkovitz for useful cage loads 
between 300 kg and 1000 kg as taught by Aulanko et al. Further, it has been held that 
where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the 
optimum or workable range involves only routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 
233. 

29. Regarding claim 8, Berkovitz discloses said counter sheave 28 serves 
simultaneously as a distancing deflection sheave 28. 

30. Regarding claim 9, Berkovitz is silent concerning for adaption to the occurring 
cable forces alone, the number of applied carrier cables is variable in the drive sheave 
drive. 
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31 . Aulanko et al. teaches the drive sheave having a plurality of cable grooves 1 1 9 
on its drive sheave 7 by which the number of applied carrier cables can be varied due to 
occurring cable forces alone 

32. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to vary the number of applied cables as taught by Aulanko et al. in the drive 
sheave disclosed by Berkovitz to adapt to the occurring cable forces. 

33. Regarding claim 10, Berkovitz discloses said drive sheave 26 and said counter 
sheave 28 of said drive sheave drive are vertically arranged with respect to one another 
and in the area of a shaft head in the area of a shaft pit. 

34. Regarding claim 15, Berkovitz discloses a cage suspension for the elevator is 
provided with a ratio of 1 to1 . 

35. Regarding claim 16, Berkovitz is silent concerning a loose pulley cage 
suspension for the elevator is provided with a ratio of between 2 to 1 and 4 to 1 . 

36. Aulanko et al. teaches a loose pulley cage suspension for the elevator is 
provided with a ratio of between 2 to 1 and 4 to 1 . 

37. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to provide the cage disclosed by Berkovitz with a loose pulley cage 
suspension a ratio of between 2 to 1 and 4 to 1 to facilitate the lifting of the cage. 

38. Regarding claim 17, Berkovitz discloses said carrier cables are single-layer 
round core cables. 

39. Claim(s) 12-14 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Berkovitz U.S. Patent No. 4030569 in view of Aulanko et al. U.S. Patent No. 
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542921 1 , Scholder U.S. Patent No. 5975826, and Wilcox U.S. Patent No. 4624097 as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hollowell International Publication No. 
99/43595. 

40. Regarding claim 12, Berkovitz is silent concerning the drive sheave and the 
counter sheave of the drive sheave drive are arranged on the bottom or on the roof of 
the cage. 

41 . Hollowell et al. teaches an elevator system, characterized in that a drive sheave 
30 and a counter sheave 34 of the drive sheave drive are arranged on the bottom of a 
cage 16. 

42. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to arrange the drive sheave and the counter sheave of the drive sheave drive 
disclosed by Berkovitz on the boom of the cage as taught by Hollowell et al. to 
accommodate the elevator components within the environmental restraints of the shaft. 

43. Regarding claim 13, Berkovitz is silent concerning the drive sheave drive is 
fixed to an elevator frame for the elevator. 

44. Hollowell et al. discloses an elevator system, characterized in that drive sheave 
30 is fixed to an elevator frame 1 6 for the elevator. 

45. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to fix the drive sheave drive disclosed by Berkovitz to an elevator frame for the 
elevator as taught by Hollowell et al. to reduce space within the hoistway and facilitate 
easy access to the elevator drive sheave. 
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46. Regarding claim 14, Berkovitz is silent concerning holding elements for the 
drive sheave drive are integrated in a cage frame or in a cage main support. 

47. Hollowell et al. teaches an elevator system, characterized in that holding 
elements for the drive sheave 30 are integrated in the cage frame 16. 

48. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to integrate holding elements to the drive sheave drive disclosed by Berkovitz 
a cage frame as taught by Hollowell et al. to reduce space within the hoistway and 
facilitate easy access to the elevator drive sheave. 

49. Claim(s) 18 and 19 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Berkovitz U.S. Patent No. 4030569 in view of Aulanko et al. U.S. 
Patent No. 542921 1 , Scholder U.S. Patent No. 5975826, and Wilcox U.S. Patent No. 
4624097 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Aulanko et al. U.S. Patent 
No. 5665944. 

50. Regarding claim 18, Berkovitz is silent concerning a motor of the drive sheave 
drive is a three-phase asynchronous motor or a three-phase synchronous motor. 

51 . Aulanko et al. U.S. Patent No. 5665944 teaches a three-phase asynchronous 
and three-phase synchronous drive sheave motor for use in a gearless elevator system. 
The use of the motor taught by Aulanko et al. U.S. Patent No. 5665944 minimizes the 
drive sheave as well as adds additional space within the hoistway due to its small size. 

52. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the motor disclosed by Berkovitz a three-phase asynchronous or 
three-phase synchronous drive sheave motor as taught by Aulanko et al. U.S. Patent 
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No. 5665944 to minimize space within the elevator hoistway as well as drive the 
elevator system 

53. Regarding claim 19, Berkovitz is silent concerning a motor of the drive sheave 
drive embodied without mechanical emergency braking device. 

54. Aulanko et al. teaches a drive sheave embodied without a mechanical 
emergency stop braking device to minimize the size of the drive sheave as well as 
prolong the life span of the drive sheave 

55. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to make the drive sheave disclosed by Berkovitz a drive sheave embodied 
without a mechanical emergency stop braking device as taught by Aulanko et al. to 
increase the life span of the drive sheave. 

Response to Arguments 

56. In response to applicant's argument filed 4/22/2008 "the terms "essentially" and 
"about" are terms like the term "substantially"" the terms "essentially" and "about" may 
be like to the term "substantially" but is not the same. The office recommends claims 2 
and 6 to use the term "substantially". 

57. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 2, 6-10, and 12-19 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 


Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ERIC PICO whose telephone number is (571)272-5589. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30AM - 3:00PM M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Cuomo can be reached on 571-272-6856. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

EEP 

/Peter M. Cuomo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3654 


